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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1. Claims 1-20 are objected to because of the following informalities: Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim 1, it is suggested to change "a message packet having a format" in line 3 to —each 
message packet having a format—. ■ 

Claims 5 and 6, line 1, "a control symbol" seems to refer back to "a link level control 
symbol" in line 7 of claim 1 . If this is true, it is suggested to change "a control symbol" to —the 
control symbol—. 

Claim 6, line 2, "a first node" and "a second node" seems to refer back to first node and 
second node in lines 4 and 7 of claim 1. If this is true, it is suggested to change "a first node" and 
"a second node" to -the first node- and -the second node-. 

Claims 8, line 1, "a control symbol" seems to refer back to "a link level control symbol" 
in line 7 of claim 1. If this is true, it is suggested to change "a control symbol" to -the control 
symbol-. 

Claim 10, "a first node" and "a second node" does not seem to refer back to "a first node" 
and "a second node" in claim 1 . To avoid confusion, it is suggested to change "a first node" to - 
one node- and "a second node" to -another node-. In line 5, "devices" seems too refer back to 
"devices" in line 2. If this is true, it is suggested to change "devices" to -the devices—. 

Claim 11, line 3, for the same reason as described to claim 1, it is suggested to change "a 
first node on a link and a second node on the link" to -the first node and a second node-. In line 
4, "a message packet" should be changed to -each message packet-. In lines 7-9, it is suggested 
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to change "at least one of said first and second nodes ("transmitting node") being configured to 
communicate a 1^ ^ eve l THROTTLE control symbol effective to induce the other of said 
nodes ("receiving node") receiving said THROTTLE control symbol to" to —at least one of said 
first and second nodes being configured to transmit a 1^ l eve l THROTTLE control symbol 
effective to induce the other of said nodes receiving said THROTTLE control symbol to—. In 
line 12, it is suggested to change "the first receiving node" to -the receiving node- and in line 
10, change "said receiving node" to -the receiving node—. 

Claims 12-14, "a transmitting node" does not seem to refer back to "the transmitting 
node" in line 12 of claim 1 1. To avoid confusion, it is suggested to change "a transmitting node" 
to -a node--. 

Claim 16, line 4, for the same reason described to claim 1, it is suggested to change "a 
first node on a ij n k and a second node on the link' a message packet having a format" to -a first 
node and a second node, eac h message packet having a format 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-10 and 20-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "said second nodes" in line 7. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Said second node seems to refer back to "another 
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node" in line 5. If this is true, it is suggested to change "another node" to —a second node—. In 
line 5, "the link" is unclear which one of "the link" in lines 3 and "a link" in lines 4-5 the 
applicant is referring to. It is suggested to change "transmitted by a first node on a link and 
received by another node on the link" in line 4 to —transmitted by a first node and received by a 
second node--. 

Claim 4, lines 2-5, "receiving node that receives two portions of a message packet 
surrounding a control symbol realigns the received portions a PPty the error code to the two 
surrounding portions of the message packet" is unclear because "the received portions" and 
"the two surrounding portions" both seem to refer back to "two portions" in line 3. It is unclear 
how the received (two) portions are aligned to themselves. 

Claim 9 recites the limitation "the marker" in line 4. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. The marker seems to refer back to "a marker" in line 2 of 
claim 2. If this is true, it is suggested to change "A digital data system according to claim 1" to - 
A digital data system according to claim 2—. 

Claim 20 recites the limitation "the adjacent receiving node" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The claim is unclear because "the 
control symbol received from a receiving node" and then "sent by the adjacent receiving node". 
It is unclear which node is sending the control symbol. 

Claim 21, for the same reason as described to claim 1, it is suggested to change "a data 
message including" in line 3 to -each data message including-. 

Claim 22 recites the limitation "the affected message" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-8, 10-11, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Padovani et al (6,574,21 1) in view of Yeung et al (6,438,13) Esmailzadeh (6,285,663). 

Regarding claims 1-8, 10, 1 1, and 15, Padovani discloses a system comprising a plurality 
of nodes, the nodes are communicating to one another over a link and the transmission rate is 
adjustable to meet the network condition (see abstract; col. 7, lines 1-6; col. 29, lines 52-62). 
Padovani does not specifically disclose aligning the message packet and interposing between 
symbols of a message packet as an additional symbol to signal an adjacent node on the link. 
However, aligning the message packet and interposing between symbols of a message packet as 
an additional symbol to signal an adjacent node on the link are well known in the art. Yeung 
discloses aligning the message packet (see col. 8, line 40) and Esmailzadeh discloses interposing 
between symbols of a message packet as an additional symbol to signal an adjacent node on the 
link (see col. 1, lines 6-8; col. 7, lines 6-21). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to align the message packet as 
taught by Yeung and interposing one signal in another signal as taught by Esmailzadeh in the 
system of Padovani in order to improve performance in communications. 



Application/Control Number: 09/758,949 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2661 

6. Claims 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Padovani in 
view of Yeung and Esmailzadeh as applied to claim 1 1 above, and further in view of James et al 
(6,208,645). 

Regarding claims 12-14, Padovani in view of Yeung and Esmailzadeh does not 
specifically disclose the use of idle symbol. However, James discloses the use of idle symbol 
(see col. 2, lines 29-35; col. 4, lines 25-34; col. 5, lines 10-11; figure 4b). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use the idle symbol as taught by James in the system of Padovani in view of Yeung and 
Esmailzadeh in order to improve performance of the communications. 

7. Claims 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Padovani et 
al (6,574,21 1) in view of Yeung et al (6,438,13) James et al (6,208,645). 

Regarding claims 16-19, Padovani discloses a system comprising a plurality of nodes, the 
two adjacent nodes are communicating to one another over a link and the transmission rate is 
adjustable the meet the network condition (see abstract; col. 7, lines 1-6; col. 29, lines 52-62). 
Padovani does not specifically disclose aligning the message packet and the use of an idle state 
control symbol. However, aligning the message packet and the use of an idle state control 
symbol are well known in the art. Yeung discloses aligning the message packet (see col. 8, line 
40) and James discloses the use of idle symbol (see col. 2, lines 29-35; col. 4, lines 25-34; col. 5, 
lines 10-11; figure 4b). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to aligning the message packet in relation to word 
boundaries as taught by Yeung and using the idle symbol as taught by James in the system of 
Padovani in order to adjust the transmission rate based on the available data. 
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8. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Padovani in view 
of Yeung and James as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of Esmailzadeh 
(6,285,663). 

Regarding claim 20, Padovani in view of Yeung and James does not specifically disclose 
embedding a control symbol in a message packet. However, Esmailzadeh discloses this feature 
(see col. 1, lines 6-8; col. 7, lines 6-21). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to embed one signal in another signal 
as taught by Esmailzadeh in the system of Padovani in view of Yeung and James in order to 
improve performance in communications. 

9. Claims 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable Keen 
(5,664,091) in view of Arimilli et al (6,671,712). 

Regarding claims 21-23, Keen discloses a system that comprises a first node and a 
second node. Data and control information is transmitted between the first and second node and 
retransmitting data packet if the packet is not received at the receiving node (see abstract; col. 5, 
line 65-col. 6, line 6). Keen does not specifically disclose STOMP symbol. However, the 
STOMP symbol is well known in the art. Arimilli discloses use the STOMP symbol to cancel an 
interrupted packet (see col. 3, line 39). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the STOMP symbol to cancel 
the interrupted packet as taught by Yeung in the system of Keen in order to eliminate unusable 
packet from the network. 



Allowable Subject Matter 
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10. The indicated allowability of claims 1-8, 10-15, and 20 is withdrawn. 

11. Claim 9 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 

U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 16-19 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

13. Applicant's arguments filed 9/7/04 with respect to claims 21-23 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. The applicant argued that Keen does not teach a system 
where either one of the nodes can send a control symbol to indicate a faulty message. The 
examiner disagrees because claim 21 claims " a t i eas f one ". In addition, both nodes can. perform 
transmitting and receiving functions; therefore, either one of the nodes can send a control symbol 
to indicate a faulty message. Note that the request for retransmission indicate a faulty message. 

Conclusion 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian D Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 305-5133. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-6:00 Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doug Olms can be reached on (703) 305-4703. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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PRIMARY EXAMINER 




